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passage that discloses opening a resource file. Neither is mere language m .he cted 
passage ft* discloses open a resource file using a method invocation. Neither ,s there 
language in the cued passage that discloses open a resource file using a method 
invocation to detect resource exception errors. Thus, Khoy does not disclose all of 

the limitations of claims 1, 22 and 43, and thus Khoyi does no. anticipate clauns 1. B 

and43. M.P.E.P. §2131. 

As a resul. of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully asserts that no. each and 

every claim limitation was found within the cited prior art reference and thus clauns 

1, 22 and 43 are not anticipated by Khoyi. 

m pmFl-TTONS UN"™ 35 H.S.C. <HQ31a): 

The Examiner has rejected claims 2-7, 23-28 and 4449 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ ,03(a) as being unpatentable over Khoyi in view of "Perl Cookbook" by Tom 
Christiansen (hereinafter -Christiansen"). The Examiner has father rejected clauns 
8 10 15 17 29-31 and 50 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatenlable over Khoy. 
in view of Christiansen and in ftrrther view of Permell (U.S. Paten. No. 6,598,181). 
Tke Exammer has fcrther rejected claims H-14, .8-21, 32-35 and 39-42 under 35 
USC §103(a) as being unpatentable over Khoyi in view of Christiansen and ,n 
further view of Pennell and Stark (US. Patent*. 5,935^10). Applicant respectfully 
traverses these rejections for a. leas, the reasons provided below and respectfully 
requests the Examiner to reconsider and withdraw these rejections. 

i Khovl Christiansen, Pennell and Stark, taken singly or In 
*• Ibi'naSn, d. no. .each or suggest .he f...ow.. g c,a,m 

limitations. 

Applicant respectfully asserts that Khoyi, Christiansen, Pennell and Stark, 
taken singly or in combination, do no, teach or suggest "scanning said code for a first 
method signature" as rect.ed in claim 2 and sinularly in claims 23 and 44. The 
Examiner cites column 80, line 9 of Khoyi as teaching the above-cited claun 
Itaitation. Paper No. 3, pages 3-4. Applicant respectfully traverses and asserts mat 
Khoy instead teaches a function that finds a resource with a given name. There ,s no 
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lang uage in fte cited passage teaching a method signage. Neifter is ftere any 
Unguage in ft. cited passage teaching scanning code for a method signature. 
Thereto, the Examiner has no, presented tprma facie case of obviousness, smce 
fte Examiner ,s relying upon an incorrect, W P^cate in support of fte ration. 
,n re Rouge!, 47 U.S.P.Q.2d 1453, 1455 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 

Applicant farther asserts tha, Khoyi, Chrtstiansen, Fennel, and Stark, taken 
singly or in combination, do no, teach or suggest "scanning said code for a firs. 
me ftod pair of sting dehnrhers adjacen, ,0 said firs, method signature" as recW m 
claim 2 and similarly in Cairns 23 and 44. The Examiner cites column 80, „nes .0-11 
of Khoyi as teaching the above-cited data limitation. Paper No. 3, page 4. 
Applicant respecmtlly tmverses and asserts ft* Khoyi instead teaches a function ft* 
finds a resource with a given name. There is no language in fte cited passage 
teaches string delimiters. Neither is there any ianpage in fte cited passage that 
teaches scanning code for sting delimiters. Neither is there any language m the cte 
passage fta, teaches scanntng cc* for string delimited adjacen, * a method 
signature. Therefore, fte Examiner has no, presented a prim facie case of 
obvtousness, since the Examiner is re,« upon an incorrect, facUra. predicate ,„ 
support of fte rejection. * re 47 U.S.P.Q.2d .453, ,455 (Fed. C, .998). 

Applicant further asserts fta, Khoyi, Christiansen, Penn.ll and Stark, taken 
singly or in combination, do no, .each or sugges, "wherein a string wiftin sard firs, 
pair of sting de.imUers adjacen. .0 sard firs, meftod signature is a key of satd firs, 
Lurce file" as reCed in claim 2 and similarly in claims 23 and 44. The Exammer 
ci,cs page 1, section 7.1.1 of Christiansen as .eaCtag fte above-ciied clam, 
hmnation. Paper No. 3, page 4. Applican. respectfully traverses ar,d assorts fta, 
Christiansen instead teaches the open function in fte Per, prog— g language 
opens a file. This is no. the same as scanning code for string delimiters where a stnng 
in fte sting delimit is adjacent to a meftc. signature. Further, this is no, fte same 
as scaling code for sting dehmuers where a sting in fte sting dehmiters is a key o 
a resource file. Wore, fte Examiner has no, presen.ed a prvna facie case of 
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obviousness, since fne Examine, is relying upon an mcorrec,, * 
snpport of therejection. * - « U.S.P.Q.2d .453, ,455 (M. C, 1998). 

Applicant further asserts Ha, Khoyi, Christiansen, Pennell and Stark, taken 
singly or in —on, do no, teach or suggest "wherein said ft* method suture 
polnts to said firs, resource fie' as recited in claim 3 and in Cairns 24 an 

• ■♦ „i,™n 80 lines 10-19 of Khoyi as teaching the above-cited 
45 The Examiner cites column 80, lines iu j 

Cairn limitation. Paper No. 3, page 4. Appii- respectMy verses and asse s 
ft* Khoyi instead teaches a function that Ms a resource with a given name. As 
sta ,ed above, there ,s no lang^ge i„ the «W passage that teaches a methc, ■**» 

points to a resource f„e. Ttierefore, the Examiner has no, presented a ^c,e 

*. PvAminer is relying upon an incorrect, factual predicate 
case of obviousness, since the Examiner is relying p 

. , d <r„, <nn<iP02dl453,l455 (Fed.Cir.l998). 
in support of the rejection. InreRouffetJWbW 

Applicant further asserts that Khoyi, Cluistiarsen, Pennell and Stark, taken 
sing , y or in comhinatio, do no, .each or surest "wherein s,d firs, mediod signal 
1S .ft* parameter of said firs, method invocation" as recited in claim 4 and similarly 
m Cairns 25 and 46. The Examiner takes official notice that a function n»e ,s a 
necessity when a taction is invoked. Paper No. 3, page 4. While a fiinction name 
may he necessary to invoke a taction, Applicant tiaverses die impfied assertion that 
us ,„g a metiiod signal as a parameter of a method invocation is well known in ft. 
art and is a necessity for a method invocation. Applied respectfully requests he 
Examiner to provide a reference tha, supports me assertion that using a method 
^ as a parameter of a method invocation is well know, in the art a* ,s a 
nisi* for a method invocation pursuant to M.P.E.P. §2144.03. Therefore, the 
Examiner Iras not presented a ft* case of obviousness, since the hammer is 
relyi „ g »po„ an incorrect, factual predicate ,n support of the rejection. ft re Rouffe,, 
47 U.S.P.Q2d 1453, 1455 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 

Applican, further asserts tha, Khoyi, Christiansen, Pennell ar<l Stark, ,aken 
singly or in combination, do no, .each or suggest "wherein said key of said firs, 
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^ me ,s a second pa^eter of said firs, method invocation" as recited in cUim 
5 and similarly in cla,ms 26 and 47. The Examiner ci.es page ., seCton 7.U of 
Christiansen as teaching the ahove-cited Cairn linntahon. Paper No. 3, page 4. 
Applicant respectM, haverses and asserts th„ Chris,— instead teaches the open 

taction in the Per, prog— g «- <*- « * ~ 4 *"* *" " 

not the same as scannmg code for smng deUmiters where a string in the strtng 
dehmiters is a by of a resource fie. Further, this ts no, the same as a ey o a 
^e file heing a second par— of a method nwocation. Therefore, the 
B^iner has no, presen.ed > P r im a facte case of obviousness, si«e ,he Exammer ts 
«,« upon an incorreC, fac.ua. predica,, ,n support of me reaction. ,n re Rouffe,, 
47 U.S.P.Q.2d 1453, 1455 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 

Applican, further asserts tha, Khoyi, Chris,ia»sen, Pennell and Stark, ,aken 
s ,» g ,y or m combtnafion, do no, .each or sugges, -dcerminrng whemer said key and 
Us assoc,a,ed value of said ftrs, resource file are deftned in said firs, resource ffle as 
rai ,ed in claim 6 and similarly in claims 27 and 48. The Examiner cites column 80, 
lines 10-13 of Khoyi as teaching the above-cLed claim In—ion. Paper No. 3, page 
4 Applicant respect* traverses and asserts that Khoyi instead teaches a functton 
m a, finds a resource wi,h a gtven name. There is no ianguage in me cited passage 
teaches a key as well as its associated value. Further there is no language m the Ced 
passage Ota, ,eaches defining whether a key and its associated value of a resource 
I are defined in ,he resource file. Therefore, ,he Exammer has no, prese»,ed a 
prim a fade case of obviousness, since ,he Examiner is reiying upon , - 
La, predicate in support of the region. * „ »*. 47 U.S.P.Q.2d ,453, ,455 
(Fed. Cir. 1998). 

Applicant further asserts tha, Khoyi, Christiansen, Pennell and Stark, taken 
singW or in combination, do no, .each or sugges, -wherein if said key or i,s assoc,a,ed 
1 of satd firs, resource file is no. defined in said firs, resource file, then a resource 
excepnon error is de.ec.ed- as recited in Cairn 7 and similarly m Cairns 28 and ». 
Tfc Exammer ei.es column 80, lines ,0-13 of Khoyi as teaching the above-Oed 
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claim limitation. Paper No. 3, page 4. Applicant respectfully traverses and asserts 
that Khoyi instead teaches a function that finds a resource with a given name. As 
stated above, there is no language in the cited passage that teaches a key as well as its 
associated value. Further there is no language in the cited passage that teaches 
detecting a resource exception error. Further, there is no language in the cited passage 
that teaches detecting a resource exception error if a key or its associated value is not 
defined in a resource file. Therefore, the Examiner has not presented * prima facie 
case of obviousness, since the Examiner is relying upon an incorrect, factual predicate 
in support of the rejection. In re Rouffet, 47 U.S.P.Q.2d 1453, 1455 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 

Applicant further asserts that Khoyi, Christiansen, Pennell and Stark, taken 
singly or in combination, do not teach or suggest "determining whether to scan more 
code for a second method invocation used to open a second resource file" as recited in 
claim 8 and similarly in claims 15, 29 and 50. The Examiner cites column 5, lines 
57-67 of Pennell as teaching the above-cited claim limitation. Paper No. 3, page 5. 
Applicant respectfully traverses and asserts that Pennell instead teaches detecting 
whether the current line of code is within the pre-selected range of addresses to be 
analyzed. The cited passage further teaches detecting whether a current line of code 
being analyzed is a call instruction. This language is not the same as determining 
whether to scan more code. Neither does the language in the cited passage teach 
determining whether to scan more code for a method invocation. Neither does the 
language in the cited passage teach determining whether to scan more code for a 
method invocation used to open a second resource file. Therefore, the Examiner has 
not presented a prima facie case of obviousness, since the Examiner is relying upon 
an incorrect, factual predicate in support of the rejection. In re Rouffet, 47 U.S.P.Q.2d 
1453, 1455 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 

Applicant further asserts that Khoyi, Christiansen, Pennell and Stark, taken 
singly or in combination, do not teach or suggest "scanning said code for said method 
invocation used to open said second resource file" as recked in claim 9 and similarly 
in claims 16 and 30. The Examiner cites column 5, lines 47-67 of Pennell as teaching 
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the above-cited claim limitation. Paper No. 3, page 5. Applicant respectfully 
traverses and asserts that Pennell instead teaches detecting whether the current line of 
code is within the pre-selected range of addresses to be analyzed. The cited passage 
further teaches detecting whether a current line of code being analyzed is a call 
instruction. This language is not the same as scanning code for a method invocation. 
Neither does the language in the cited passage teach scanning code for a method 
invocation used to open a resource file. Therefore, the Examiner has not presented a . 
prima facie case of obviousness, since the Examiner is relying upon an incorrect, 
factual predicate in support of the rejection. In re Rouffet, 47 U.S.P.Q.2d 1453, 1455 
(Fed. Cir. 1998). 

Applicant further asserts that Khoyi, Christiansen, Pennell and Stark, taken 
singly or in combination, do not teach or suggest •'identifying said second method 
invocation; and opening said second resource file using said second method 
invocation to detect resource exception errors" as recited in claim 10 and similarly in 
claims 17 and 31. The Examiner cites column 80, lines 9-19 of Khoyi as teaching the 
above-cited claim limitation. Paper No. 3, page 6. Applicant respectfully traverses 
and asserts that Khoyi instead teaches a function that finds a resource with a given 
name. There is no language in the cited passage that teaches identifying a method 
invocation. Neither is there language in the cited passage that teaches detecting 
resource exception errors. Neither is there language in the cited passage that teaches 
opening a resource file using a method invocation to detect resource exception errors. 
Therefore, the Examiner has not presented a prima facie case of obviousness, since 
the Examiner is relying upon an incorrect, factual predicate in support of the rejection. 
In re Rouffet, 47 U.S.P.Q.2d 1453, 1455 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 

Applicant further asserts that Khoyi, Christiansen, Pennell and Stark, taken 
singly or in combination, do not teach or suggest "wherein said report comprises a 
listing of all resource exception errors detected" as recited in claim 12 and similarly in 
claims 14, 19 and 21. The Examiner cites column 9, lines 21-32 of Stark as teaching 
the above-cited claim limitation. Paper No. 3, page 7. Applicant respectfully 
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traverses and asserts that Stark instead teaches a module, map manager module 108, 
that compares the contents of the maps of two different sites. Stark further teaches 
that map manager module 108 may deliver information characterizing the differences 
in the maps analyzed. This language is not the same as generating a report that 
includes a listing of resource exception errors detected. Instead, Stark teaches 
determining if the resources identified by the resource maps differ. This is not the 
same as detecting a resource exception error which may occur if either a key-value 
pair is not defined in a resource file or if the key in the program code or in the 
resource file source code is mistyped. Therefore, the Examiner has not presented a 
prima facie case of obviousness, since the Examiner is relying upon an incorrect, 
factual predicate in support of the rejection. In re Rouffet, 47 U.S.P.Q.2d 1453, 1455 
(Fed. Cir. 1998). 

As a result of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully asserts that there are 
numerous claim limitations not taught or suggested in the cited prior art, and thus the 
Examiner has not presented a prima facie case of obviousness for rejecting claims 2- 
21, 23-42 and 44-50 as being unpatentable over Khoyi in view of Christiansen in 
further view of Pennell and in further view of Stark. 

B. The Examiner has not provided any objective evidence for 
combining Khoyi with Christiansen, Pennell and Stark. 

A prima facie case of obviousness requires the Examiner to establish, inter 
alia, that the prior art references teach or suggest, either alone or in combination, all 
of the limitations of the claimed invention, and the Examiner must provide a 
motivation or suggestion to combine or modify the prior art reference to make the 
claimed inventions. M.P.E.P. §2142. The showings must be clear and particular. In 
re Lee, 111 F.3d 1338, 1343, 61 U.S.P.Q.2d 1430, 1433-34 (Fed. Cir. 2002); In re 
Kotzab, 217 F.3d 1365, 1370, 55 U.S.P.Q.2d 1313, 1317 (Fed. Cir. 2000); In re 
Dembiczak, 50 U.S.P.Q.2d 1614, 1617 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Broad conclusory statements 
regarding the teaching of multiple references, standing alone, are not evidence. Id. 
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In order to reject under 35 U.S.C. §103, therefore, the Examiner must provide 
a proper motivation for combining or modifying the references. In re Rouffet, 47 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1453, 1457-1458 (Fed. Cir. 1998); M.P.E.P. §2142. The Examiner's 
motivation for modifying Khoyi with Christiansen to scan code for a pair of string 
delimiters adjacent to a method signature where a string within the string delimiters is 
a key of a resource file, as recited in claim 2 and similarly in claims 23 and 44, is 
"since a file ID is needed to locate the specific file to open." Paper No. 3, page 4. 
The Examiner's motivation for modifying Khoyi with Christiansen and Pennell to 
determine whether to scan more code for a second method invocation used to open a 
second resource file, as recited in claim 8 and similarly in claims 15, 29 and 50, 
"since this allows function invocations that exist in code and have not yet been run to 
be identified and run." Paper No. 3, page 5. The Examiner's motivation for 
modifying Khoyi with Christiansen, Pennell and Stark, to generate a report, as recited 
in claim 11 and similarly in claims 18, 32 and 39, is "since this allows users to view 
information regarding the resource function call." Paper No. 3, page 7. These 
motivations are insufficient to support a prima facie case of obviousness since they 
are merely the Examiner's own subjective opinion. 

Khoyi teaches an object based data processing system including an extensible 
set of object types and a corresponding set of "object managers" where each object 
manager is a program for operating with the data stored in a corresponding type of 
object. Abstract. 

Christiansen, on the other hand, teaches opening a file using the programming 
language of Perl. 

Pennell, on the other hand, teaches a method of debugging multiple function 
calls in a block of program code that includes examining a line of code within the 
block of program code; detecting if the line of code is a call instruction; and if the line 
of code is a call instruction, setting a first variable equal to a destination of the call 
instruction; setting a second variable equal to a name derived from the first variable; 
and adding the first and second variable to a function list. Abstract. 
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Stark, on the other hand, teaches a computer-implemented method of 
gathering information about a site of resources in a computer system which includes 
the steps of retrieving a first one of the resources from the site; extracting from the 
first resource information about embedded hyperlinks to other resources in the site; 
extracting from the first resource meta-data describing aspects of the first resource 
and the other resources; and storing in a self-contained persistent data store the 
information about the hyperlinks and the meta-data. Abstract. 

The Examiner must submit objective evidence and not rely on his own 
subjective opinion in support of combining a reference (Khoyi) that teaches an object 
based data processing system including an extensible set of object types and a 
corresponding set of "object managers" where each object manager is a program for 
operating with the data stored in a corresponding type of object with a reference 
(Christiansen) that teaches opening a file using the programming language of Perl. In 
re Lee, 61 U.S.P.Q.2d 1430, 1434 (Fed. Cir. 2002). Further, the Examiner must 
submit objective evidence and not rely on his own subjective opinion in support of 
combining a reference (Khoyi) that teaches an object based data processing system 
including an extensible set of object types and a corresponding set of "object 
managers" where each object manager is a program for operating with the data stored 
in a corresponding type of object with a reference (Christiansen) that teaches opening 
a file using the programming language of Perl with a reference (Pennell) that teaches 
a method of debugging multiple function calls. Id. Further, the Examiner must 
submit objective evidence and not rely on his own subjective opinion in support of 
combining a reference (Khoyi) that teaches an object based data processing system 
including an extensible set of object types and a corresponding set of "object 
managers" where each object manager is a program for operating with the data stored 
in a corresponding type of object with a reference (Christiansen) that teaches opening 
a file using the programming language of Perl with a reference (Pennell) that teaches 
a method of debugging multiple function calls along with a reference (Stark) that 
teaches a computer-implemented method of gathering information about a site of 
resources in a computer system. Id. 



13 



t • 

AUS9-2000-0499-CS1 PATENT 

Further, the Examiner must submit objective evidence and not rely on his own 
subjective opinion in support of modifying Khoyi to scan code for a pair of string 
delimiters adjacent to a method signature where a string within the string delimiters is 
a key of a resource file. Id. There is no suggestion in Khoyi to scan code. Neither is 
there any suggestion in Khoyi to scan code for a pair of string delimeters. 
Consequently, the Examiner's motivation is insufficient to support a prima facie case 
of obviousness since it is merely the Examiner's subjective opinion. In re Lee, 
61 U.S.P.Q.2d 1430, 1434 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 

Further, the Examiner must submit objective evidence and not rely on his own 
subjective opinion in support of modifying Khoyi to determine whether to scan more 
code for a second method invocation used to open a second resource file. Id. As 
stated above, there is no suggestion in Khoyi to scan code. Neither is there any 
suggestion in Khoyi to scan more code for a second method invocation. 
Consequently, the Examiner's motivation is insufficient to support a prima facie case 
of obviousness since it is merely the Examiner's subjective opinion. In re Lee, 
61 U.S.P.Q.2d 1430, 1434 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 

Further, the Examiner must submit objective evidence and not rely on his own 
subjective opinion in support of modifying Khoyi to generate a report. Id. There is 
no suggestion in Khoyi to generate a report. Consequently, the Examiner's motivation 
is insufficient to support a prima facie case of obviousness since it is merely the 
Examiner's subjective opinion. In re Lee, 61 U.S.RQ.2d 1430, 1434 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 

Further, the Examiner must submit objective evidence and not rely on his own 
subjective opinion in support of modifying Khoyi to locate a specific file to open 
(Examiner's motivation). Id. There is no suggestion in Khoyi to locate a specific file 
to open. Instead, the Examiner's motivation appears to have been gleaned from 
Applicants' disclosure. Any judgment on obviousness must not include knowledge 
gleaned only from applicant's disclosure. In re McLaughlin, 170 U.S.P.Q. 209, 212 
(C.C.P.A. 1971). Consequently, the Examiner's motivation is insufficient to support a 
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prima facie case of obviousness since it is merely the Examiner's subjective opinion. 
In re Lee, 61 U.S.RQ.2d 1430, 1434 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 

Further, the Examiner must submit objective evidence and not rely on his own 
subjective opinion in support of modifying Khoyi to allow function invocations 
(Examiner's motivation). Id. There is no suggestion in Khoyi to allow function 
invocations. Instead, the Examiner's motivation appears to have been gleaned from 
Applicants' disclosure. Any judgment on obviousness must not include knowledge 
gleaned only from applicant's disclosure. In re McLaughlin, 170 U.S.P.Q. 209, 212 
(C.C.P.A. 1971). Consequently, the Examiner's motivation is insufficient to support a 
prima facie case of obviousness since it is merely the Examiner's subjective opinion. 
In re Lee, 61 U.S.P.Q.2d 1430, 1434 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 

Further, the Examiner must submit objective evidence and not rely on his own 
subjective opinion in support of modifying Khoyi to allow users to view information 
regarding a resource function call (Examiner's motivation). Id. There is no 
suggestion in Khoyi to view information regarding a resource function call. Instead, 
the Examiner's motivation appears to have been gleaned from Applicants' disclosure. 
Any judgment on obviousness must not include knowledge gleaned only from 
applicant's disclosure. In re McLaughlin, 170 U.S.P.Q. 209, 212 (C.C.P.A. 1971). 
Consequently, the Examiner's motivation is insufficient to support a prima facie case 
of obviousness since it is merely the Examiner's subjective opinion. In re Lee, 
61 U.S.P.Q.2d 1430, 1434 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 

Therefore, the Examiner has not presented a prima facie showing of 
obviousness for rejecting claims 1-50. M.P.E.P. §2143. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

As a result of the foregoing, it is asserted by Applicant that claims 1-50 in the 
Application are in condition for allowance, and Applicant respectfully requests an 
allowance of such claims. Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner call 
Applicant's attorney at the below listed number if the Examiner believes that such a 
discussion would be helpful in resolving any remaining issues. 

Respectfully submitted, 
WTNSTEAD SECHREST & MINICK ftC 
Attorneys for/Wlie 
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